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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



1. Claims 1,14, 24 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
over Haszto et al. (U.S. Patent 6192338). 

Regarding claims 1, 14, 24 and 36, Haszto et al. disclose a speech recognition 
system/method comprising several objects (Fig. 6): 
A line of service including: 

a. A first [voice] server object coupled to a telephone network for 



receiving a voice data message from said telephone network 
(78,80). 

b. A second [acoustic] server object having a first connection to said 
first server object for receiving said voice data message from said 
first server object and converting said voice data message to a 
phonetic data message (46; Col 4, Lines 36 - 67). 
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b. A third server [symbolic] object having a second connection to said 
second server object for receiving said phonetic data message from 
said second server object and converting said phonetic data 
message to a syntactic data message (54). 

c. A fourth [task] server object having a third connection to said third 
server object for receiving said syntactic data message from said 
third server object and converting said syntactic data message to a 
semantic data message, which is representative of said voice data 
message(52); 

wherein said first, second and third connections are formed over a 
first computer network (Fig 6). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 2,3,4,6,7,8,12,13,15,16,17,19,20,21,22,23,25,26,27,30,31,34,35,37 & 38 

are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haszto et al. (U.S. 

Patent 6192338) in view of Motoyama et al. (U.S. Patent Application 20020152292) and 

further in view of Struger et al. (U.S. Patent 5297257). 

Regarding claims 2, 15 & 25, Haszto et al. do not disclose that the fourth server 
object is coupled to a second computer network. However, Motoyama et al. 
disclose that a server [firewall (109)] object is coupled to a second computer 
network. A server connected to a second network is realized as part of a 
networked environment used throughout the industry. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify Haszto with the addition of a second network as taught by 
Motoyama et al. since it would have completed the modern realization of a 
distributed network environment. 

In addition, the modified Haszto do not disclose the downloading of control code. 
However, Struger et al. disclose a method comprising downloading an 
application code from a second computer network, wherein said application code 
includes control code for controlling operation of the server objects (Col 6, Lines 



Application/Control Number: 09/815,808 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2655 

24 - 42). The download of application code is widely used throughout the 
industry to update remote computers/servers. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the modified Haszto et al. with the addition of code download 
feature as taught by Struger et al. since it would have contributed to the efficient 
updating of remote servers by the download of application code. 



Regarding claims 3, 4, 16, 17, 26 & 27, the modified Haszto et al. disclose a first 
and second computer network is one of a local area network and the internet 
(Haszto: Fig 4, Motoayama: Fig. 1). 

Regarding claims 6,19 & 29, Haszto et al. do not disclose a control monitor 
system for monitoring multiple servers. However, Mototyama et al. discloses a 
system further comprising a control monitor for controlling the configuration of 
said first, second, third and fourth server objects in said line of service (Fig. 1 
(100)). Distributed network need to be able to monitor all resources on the 
network in order to monitor status information of those resources. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify Haszto with the addition of a control monitor as taught by 
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Motoyama since it would have completed the modern realization of a distributed 
network environment. 

Regarding claims 7, 8, 20, 21 , 30 & 31 , Haszto et al. do not disclose a system 
wherein at least the server objects periodically transmit status information. 
However, Motoyama et al. teach a system wherein at least one of said first, 
second, third and fourth server objects periodically transmits, in a predetermined 
time period, a status signal to a system monitor (ABS; Fig. 1 (202)). If the 
transmission of said periodic status signal doesn't occur within the predetermined 
time it will be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to assume that the server 
object is not operational. 

Regarding claims 1 1 & 34, Haszto et al. do not disclose that the server objects 
include a post office for addressing and routing. However, Motoyama et al. teach 
a post office for addressing and routing through the line of service from said 
telephone network to said second computer network (Motoyama: Page 3, 
Paragraph 0037). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify Haszto et al. with the addition of addressing and routing as 
taught by Motoyama since it would have completed the modern realization of a 
distributed network environment 
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Regarding claims 12 & 35, the modified Haszto et al. disclose additional lines of 
service connected between the telephone network and said second computer 
network (Haszto: Fig. 6; Motoyama: Fig. 1(109)). 

Regarding claims 13,37 & 38, the modified Haszto et al. disclose that the server 
objects are remote with respect to each other (Haszto: Fig. 6; Motoyama: Fig. 1). 
In modern networks, it is widely accepted that the resources on that network do 
not need to be co-located. 

5. Claims 5, 18 & 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Haszto et al. (U.S. Patent 6192338) in view of Sanu et al. (U.S. Patent 5974409). 

Regarding claims 5,18 & 28, Haszto et al. do not disclose that the first, second 
and third connections are formed from named pipes. However, Sanu et al. 
teach named pipes that are used in an online information retrieval network (Col 
13, Lines 32 - 50). Servers communicate and share process over a network by 
the use of named pipes. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify Haszto et al. with the addition of a named pipes as taught by 
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Sanu et al. since it would have facilitated communication between several 
servers that communicate on a network. 



6. Claims 9 & 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haszto et al. (U.S. Patent 6192338) in view of Motoyama et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
20020152292) and further in view of Salesky et al. (U.S. Patent 6343313). 

Regarding claims 9 & 32, the modified Haszto discloses a plurality of servers and 
the use of system or network monitor that checks the status of the servers on the 
network. The modified Haszto do not disclose the use of a backup server in the 
event of a subject object being disabled. However, Salesky et al. teach the use 
of at least one backup server object that is configured into the system by the 
system monitor at least one of server objects is disabled (Col 26, Line 66). 
Commissioning backup servers in the case of a server breakdown is widely used 
throughout the industry. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the modified Haszto et al. with the addition of backup servers 
as taught by Salesky et al. since it would have contributed to the secure 
functioning of the system in the event of a breakdown of one or the plurality of 
interdependent servers. 
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7. Claims 10,1 1 & 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Haszto et al. (U.S. Patent 6192338) in view of Motoyama et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application 20020152292) and further in view of Edmonds (U.S. Patent 6230190). 

Regarding claims 10, 1 1 & 33, the modified Haszto discloses a plurality of 
servers and the use of system or network monitor that checks the status of the 
servers on the network. The modified Haszto do not disclose the use of the 
DCOM model. However, Edmonds et al. teach that the server objects are 
configured by the system monitor according to the Distributed Component Object 
Model (DCOM) (Col 1, Line 45). The DCOM architecture is widely used 
throughout the industry to provide secure networking with fault-tolerance 
services. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the modified Haszto et al. with the addition of the DCOM 
model as taught by Edmonds et al. since it would have contributed to the secure 
functioning of the system in the event of breakdown or fail-over of the plurality of 
interdependent servers. 



Conclusion 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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6. Bennett et al. 
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7. Tsuboi et al. 


U.S. 


8. Levin et al. 
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9. Arai et al. 
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10. White etal. 


U.S. 



U.S. Patent 6247057 
U.S. Patent 5941996 



U.S. Patent 5457768 
U.S. Patent 6173279 
U.S. Patent 6173261 
U.S. Patent 6408272 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A Michael whose telephone number is 703 505- 
8730. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 am - 5 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, To Doris can be reached on (703)305-4827. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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